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APR 1 () 2008

FCC-MAILROOM
\ subm\t the io\\o\N\nQ tommen\s \n \'eSl)onse 'to 'the loca\ism No\ice of Proposed ~u\em~king (the

"NPRM"). released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. .

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allOWing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. '

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and ev~ryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broad~ster

conscientious\y objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special r~newal
rev161111 of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themsetves wou\d amount to coercion of
.religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many·Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location c;;hoices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrafY to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R

. "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .

APR 1 5 2008

Fe9-MAILROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and mus~ not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
value~ could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and ev~ryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscierdious\y objeas to the message. The First Amendmerd forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. :

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. :The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
prQPo~als to force repoTting on such things as who produced what programswould irdrude on '
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain c\asses of app\icants by the Commissioners themse\ves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

,
;

Name

Title. (if any)

Organization (if any)

f-7'O?
Date

Pa ~ox 21v Crocfr£ f/1(J
Address ~5L.j5iJ

'O1~ -11?:k - 31lo~
Phone



REOEIVED &INSPECT D

APR 151~n~

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RJllaflltam:tu -I,IoLI:!i:'....L_R_O_O_M--I
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A riumber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their

,values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,' from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientious\y objems to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. :

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programswould intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

I

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
,automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of cenain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleetricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sql!eeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, bY/SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and" (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs-with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest..

We urge the FCC, not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.,
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 1lD ~
MB Docket No. 04~23~ '. t5 00 0

: w c 0
II' 1sy~mit,~he fo~lowing~~omments in response to the LOGalism Notice of Proposed Rulemakinl fGhe ~ 0:
NPRM~}, released Jan. 24, 2908. In MB Doek~t N~. D4-~~~. " ~. LC ...J

: ~ - <Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A num ~of 0::: ~
proposals discussed in: the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ' w ~,(.)

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take ~dvice ~ . ~
people who do not share their' values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would, impo~O;-l>Wli""';w-h ....
unconstitutional mand~tes. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their'
values could face incr~sed harassment, complaints and even lOSs of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather th~n allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The F;irst
Amendment prohibits government. including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious t!lroadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propcsed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messatJe. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

'\

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
,ofprogramming, espec,ally religious prograinming, is not properly dictated by any governmentagency - and
proposals to force r'epofting on such things, as who produced what programs would intrude on '
constitutionally-protectE!d editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

_ ,review'Qfcertain<Q'asse~, of app_li~ntsbyth~ Commissioners themselves would amount to coe'reion of .
religious broadcasters. :Thosewho stay true to ·their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedi~gs.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market'secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters. by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) :by requiring
staff presence wheneve~ a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. . '

We urge the FCC not to!adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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N Inr:md1~U9mlnl:ld'efeli~Ylin!~Ot;rtrn~~t~itur~I{p'~Jilti~Q ~~e~f)eall§m ;.NetiGe of Proposed .Rulemaking (t ~ ~ 8
N~nlvl1, teJeilss J~n. ~4, i(}OI1, in Me Sickel 1'(0. 04-233.· " .: rn ~ .a:

~ ~ --J
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number Dfd .to-! «

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ... and must not be adopted. @ CE ~
.> t::L. I

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take Sdvice frOT~ <t: 0
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose s ~ f(
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcastars who resist advice from those who don't share their L-- ....

"values could face increased harassment, complaints and even lOSS of license for choosing to follow their own
.consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadGaster,
particlJlarlya religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and ~veryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messtlge. The f'irst Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on ,
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. . •

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal· application prooessing. The proposed mandatory sp"ecial renewal

_- r~view ofc~rtajncl;ilss~s_9fappJioants by the Commissioners ~hE:~sely.es would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those Who stay tll.i~ to ·their con$eier:lce~ and :present only·the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal pro"ceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market 'secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substaAtially raising costs in two ways: (a) ,by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising, costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlelciF~,~~.ib1!~A~'~L~A~O~O~'~M~
"NPRM"). released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment. complaints and even loss oflicense for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Firs~

Amendment prohibits government. including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. '

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscien\ious\y objects to the message. The First Amendmen\ forbids imposnion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would in\rude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees '!Vou1d be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smal/er market broadcasters. by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest..

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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APR 1 6 2008

fCC-MA\LROQM'
\ submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prof)Med Rul

IlNPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A ~umber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take adv:ice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would im'pose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. '

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientious\y objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impos\tion of message de\ivery
mandates on anyreligion.' !

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. )"he choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reponing on such things as 'Who produced 'What programswould intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of app\1carns by \he Commissioners \hemseNes would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those Who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs.could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to f~rther

squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. :

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking C IIIlI:: I
MB Docket No. 04·233 '. w : ~,

t- cor 0
o '0Isubmit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RuJemakin ~e g : a:

-NPRM-), released Jan. 24, 2008, in Me Docket No. 0+233. ..... ~ :::: J

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must notviolate First Amendment rights. Anuml ~Of "'" ~
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so .... and must not be adopted. ~ g: I'

, ~«°O'(1) The FCC must not force radio statk/Os, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice 11:l:!.'. LL
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would imposE GfQch
unconstitulional:mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share th.lt'IiP'~-----I-~
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even lOSS of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemmentagency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
r~view of certain d;:lsses ofapplicants by the Commissionef$ the~sel\les would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, ihose who stay true to ·their consciences t:lnd present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller marketsecular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) ,by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio locatio~ choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbac~s - and curtailed s.ervice is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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APR 1 0 ZOOS

FCC-MA\l1=\OOM
\ subm\t the following. comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FirstAmendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do ~o - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

, (2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscien\iously objed.s to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message de\\veT}'
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things aswho produced what pr091'aTns 'WOuld intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barre~ from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain da~ses.of app\icams by the Commissioners themseweswou\d amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those Who'stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal p'roceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleetriclly flOWing is oft.en a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sqt:leeze niche and sll'@lIer mark~t broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff,presencewhenever a statiQn is on the air and, (b) by further resbicting main studio location choices.
Rais,ing costs With these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pe.blic interest.

Wetlrge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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APR 1 5 2008

FCC-MAILROOM
I sUbmitthe following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUI"'"'~"'''l:.l \lne

"NPRM"). released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. :

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A ~umber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would im'pose such
",nconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consclences, rather than altowlng incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster. must present. '

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientious\y objeC\s to the message. The First. Amendment forbids imposition of message de\ivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. ifhe choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what. programs wou\d intrude on '
'constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of app\icants by the Commissioners themselves wou\d amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expe~sive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market s~cular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public lnterest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rule fiROO.bMAI LROOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
.proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take ad~ice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

. unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, cOmplaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amehdment prohibits government, including the FCC,· from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. i

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and ev~ryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientious\y object.s to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message tleli'l1ery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, eSl?ecially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.. ,

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contraiy to the
public interest. .

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

k4-
Signature

1!Jennie (VJfJahya.
Name

1/111
Title (if any)

Organi:2!ation (if any)

Date

Phone
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul ~nfi~a~'!WyMm.:.A..:I:.;;L:.R_O_O_M_~
UNPRMU), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First i
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientious\y objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message deliVery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. T,he choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such thiFlgs aswho produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their cpnsciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and pptentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising eosts with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

c&njc..~
Signature
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RECEIVED &INSPECTED

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rl~MAILROOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to fol/ow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broad~ster

conscientiously objects to the message. The Firs\. Amendment forbids imposition of message deliveT)'
mand~tes on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
.proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what pr09rams would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
aut0lTlatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themsehles would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceeding,s.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUbUcJnterest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice
people who do not share their' values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would' impo
unconstitutional mand~tes. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share th
values could face increl::ised harassment, complaints and even lOSs of license for choosing to follow ttielr own
consciences, rather th~n allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The t=:irst
Amendment prohibits ~ovemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) , The FCC must not turn every radiO station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

, conscientiously objeetsito the message. The First Amendment forbids impOSition of message delivery
mandates on any religi~n. , '

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The Choice
of programming, especi~lIy religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government'agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on :
constitutionally~protect~d editorial choices.

(4) The FCC /11ust not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renew/:l1

_ ,fev.iew~f ~ert$in'dlas~e~ of appJicants,by tht:! Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
telitJious broadcasters. :Thosewho stay true to ·their Consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market'secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) :by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

Comme':'t$in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MS Dooket No. 04i1023~ '.

Jsltbmit tbe fo,:'olfling comme,nts in response to the LOGalism Notice of Proposed Rulemakin
"NPRM"), released Jai1. 24, 2608t in Me Dotket No. 04-233. '

Any new FCC ~Ies, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. Anum
proposals discussed in: the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

Date

We urge the FCC not to':adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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, . 1$ulmit ,ti\~~~19Wjagi§qlt1m~.{It$ i~l~.paose"to the ba~lism Netise of Proposed RuJemakin ~e g
,qNPRM-). released Jl:Ih. a4. 2l:J'08. in MB Docket No. 04>-233. : lfJ N

':J~= ~

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must notviolate First Amendment rights. A num )ti~of 11-4

proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted. would do so ... and must not be adopted. : I, J a=:
'!II Q..

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations. especially religious broadcasters. to take advice ~ «
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board propos'als would 'impos ~ch
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from thoaa who don't share th~":',.....---
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to fullOw their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from diotating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster. must present. :

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even ifa religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

'\

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programrmng, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government,agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on '
constitutionally-protected editorial Choices.

(4) the FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
r~view:ofc~~jO!cl~s~~s. offlpplicants<by the Commissionen; themsel\les would amount to coercion of .
religious broadcasters. 'lhose Who stay true to ·tMir consciences and present only the messag'es they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal prooeedi!1gs.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market:secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller mar.ket broadcasters, by sUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) :by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. '

3-~</-&~
Date
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Phone '

Name

We urge the FCC nat to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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,C-Qmments in~e$ppnse to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
·:M'B Docket 'No:r0'4~23~ './ i g §

, .. I su~m;t the fO{/pWingi.~omm.ents ;~ f~~p9&.~.e to4he I.,oealism Notice of Proposed Rulema va (the; ...J
'l!filfiJRM~). rQleas-ed .Jan. 24, 2mmS. In MB~Da'tkl'Nb. O~233. ~ -. <c

c 0::: ~
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. An er ofo.. I

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ~ <:C ()

LY f2
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advi·~Imln...__=:.J
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals wOUld.. impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't sl:1are their
values could face incre:Ssed harassment, complaints and even lOSS of license for choosing to ~o"ow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The F;irst
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious ~roadcaster, must present.

. (2) The FCC rilust not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and t?veryone has
rights to air time. Prop~sed public access requirements would do so - even ifa religious broa~caster

. conscientiously objects!to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message (felivery
mandateS on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any governmenfagency - and
proposals to force repo~ing on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on ;
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain Iicensee~ would be
automatically barred frdm routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

_ .rev.rew ~f certain.olasse~ ~f applicants byth~ Commissioners themselves would amount to co~rcion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to-their cOI'1scieMes and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market: secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters. by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a):by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. .

We urge the FCC not to:adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

SignatIJre

Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Date
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RLJlemak
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

. Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nu
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be addpted. '

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals wou,ld impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't !share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The, First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakin.g
MB Docket No. 04..233

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of messag,e delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain Iicens~es would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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~,~mll1ents In Re~~Ot\S& to localism Notice of Proposed (:lulemaking
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulernaking
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dpcket No. 04-233.

: '

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. Anumb
proposals discussed in!the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. :

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice fr
people who do not shat,e their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would 'impose
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their'
values could face increflsed harassment, complaints and even lOSS of license for choosing to !pllow their own
consciences, rather thCl:n allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The F:irst
Amendment prohibits g~vemment, including the J=CC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious ~roadcaster, must present. :

(2) The FCC niustnot turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Prop~sed publio acce$S requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objellts:to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message tlelivery
mandates on any religi~n. ", '

I

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making inforrnatlo~. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government :agency - and
proposals to force repotting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on :
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC l'l1ust not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

_ review·t!fcerl9in cla!3$~$.·pf applicants ,by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of .
religious broadcasters. rthose who stay true to ·their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beli~fs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Chris~an broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller marketjsecular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet. the Commission proposes t6 further
squeeze niChe and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) 'by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio locatio~ choices.
Raising costs with thes~ proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest. . '

We urge the FCC not to'adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 c

. ~
l,submit the following comments in response to the locaUsm Not\ce of PropO$ed .Rulemaking ( .

"NPRM-). released Jan. ~4, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. : ~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must notviolate First Amendment rights. A numbe eb
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so .... and must not be adopted. c

l.U
2:

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice fro
people Who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisOry board proposals would Impose
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their a::
values could face increased haral;isment, ·complaints and even 10$s of license for choosing to follow thei~r-ow-n---i-~'"
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FC.c must not tum every ri3dio station into a public forum where anyone and ~veryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broat;lcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrUde on . :
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. I

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensee~ would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

_ .~~iew of cert.ain cl~~el?,:,pf i;lP'p'I,i:~!lt~}~y th~ Commi~si9n~~ .t~f;l"lse!\les would amount to coercion of .
r~ligious br.oadcas~rs. Those )\thO stay. true to -their·coi'lti~i~Me$' ~nd present only the messages they
cprrespond to their J)elie~ eO.uld ~ce long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many,phristi~.n broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche anct smaller.market broadcasters, by sUb,stantially raising cQsts in two ways: (a) ,by requiring.
staff presence.wheRever a sta,ipn is on the air and, (b) by further restrictinij main studio location choices.
Rais.ing costs with these· proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is cont~ary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

koY'e.t.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must notviolate First Amendment rights. Anumb ~ ~ ...J
. proposals dj~cussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so .... and must not be adopted. : ;; """" .«

o c::: ~
(1) The FCC must n,ot force radio stations, especially reli~ious b(oadcaster~, to take a~vice fr: ~ 0.., •
people who do not share theIr values. The NPRM's proposed advIsOry board proposals would Impose h « 0
unconstitutional mancfates. Religiol:Js broadcasters who resist a~vice from those who don't share thei 'W ()
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow th"l:il'Io~w::.:n~ lJ..--o
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, fr:om dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. '

(2) The FCC mustnoUurn every radio station into a public fOrum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aecesstequirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. ,
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, espeoially religious programming, is not properly dictafed by any government agency - and
proposals to. force reporting on such things, as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protectf3d editorial Choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred fr:om routine renewal application processing.' The proposed mandatory special renewal
r~v.iew,of:Gertajn (:lgs$~~,9f.apP'liC$nts by the Commissione~ themselltes would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. thosewh~ stay true ttHheir consciene'es and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face lOng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller marketsecular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the'air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the ~CC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

Title (if.qny) ,
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must notvialate First Amendment rights. J!!. numb JH
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so .... and must not be adopted. 0

I.U

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice w~
people who do notshare theil' values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose h
unconstitutional manl1ates. Religious broadcasterS·who resist advice from those who don't share thei
values could face intt~sed harassment, comp'ai~ts and even lOss of license for choosing to follow the~lr~o~w~n-----I
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the. FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.
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(2) The FCC must nottum every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to ail'time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even ifa religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the b'Jessage. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message ~elivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not propetly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on _
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees woulcP~~:
automatically barred from routine fenewal applic:atiOl'1·processing. The proposed mandatory speciaf~wal
r~vi$W,Df,;c.~l:tc:ijo->cl~ss,es:9.f 1'lPPji,ca,nt$;,byth~ .Co~!i1issioners ~~emsel\(e$ would amount to cgercion of
religious broadcasters. those who stay trlil:HO-tlleir COhsei~hqe~' and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs coula face long, expensive and potenltially ruitJous renewal prO'ceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity floWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcastetS, bY sUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

'Date
~lgl:'Jature

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization ~if any~
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:l~ .'il~~pfi' .~~r, ".. -' .'ff~s ' :" .,~f~{l!_Ii~in Netise of Proposed -R~lemaki \~ :the ~ g'. I,
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Any new FCC rules, p.olicies or procedures must notviolate First Amendment rights. A nu .q,r of """" ,«
proposals discussed in the N~RI\i1, if enacted, would do so .... and must not be adopted. : 0 0:= ~

, ~ ~ I

(1) The FCC must n.ot force radio stations, especially reli~ious broadcasters, to take a~vic ~m <::( 8
people who do not share tflelr values. The NPRM's proposed adVISOry board proposals would Imp uch 'lJ..
uliconGtitutional mandates. ReligiouS broadtasters who resist advle~ from lhosa who dOl'llt share~~ -a
values could face ihcreased harassment, complaints and even lOSs of license for choosing to tollbwlheir own
consciences. rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC. from diCtating what Viewpoints a broadc;:aster.
particularly a religious broadcaster. must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public fOll,lm where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aocess requirements would do ·so - even if ;a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

'\

(3) The FCC must not force revelation ,of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming. especcially religious programmiog, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposalS to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on '
constltutionaJly-proteeted editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two·tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

_cr~\tJ~w'.Qf:o~J;tE!jlH~I~S$.e~:9(ape.ii.~l)t~.by..the ComO'!.i$sione~ ~hemseN~s woul~ amount to coercion of .
religious broad~sters. Those who stay tn.ie to..tM1i' eoriseiehce~ andpresent C1Inly the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market,secular
stations. KeepingJ~e electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and-smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whllever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with ,these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date
Signature

Name

Jj,.J-e-
Title (ifklny)

Phone

Qli9anizalion (if any)
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Any new FCC niles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A num ~of e--J

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. - ~
,...j

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice ojn g:
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impos' uch «
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share th .
values could face incr$sed harassment, complaints and even lOSS of license for ohoosing to follow town
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First L",;;,;.;..;;.;, ...,I

Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particUlarly a religious broadcaster. must present.
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.(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. ProP9sed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects! to the message. The First Amendment forbids impOSition of messagedelivery
mandates on any religi~n. ..
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on ,
constitUtiOnally-protect~d editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred fro)n routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

.reviewo.fceTfain cQlasse~: of applicants py thla Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. (those who stay true to--their consciences and·present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market:secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes t9 further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters. by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a)!by reqUiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio locatiort choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to:adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

c

fkAy~U
Signature

Date

Address
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Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must notviolate FirstAmendment rights. A numbe ~

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ... and must not be adopted. ;;
c

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice fr:
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share thei
values could face incre.as.ed harassment, complaints and even lass of license for choosing to follow th -..:..;;.;,;.;... _
consciences, rather than allowing incompa,tible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating What viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.
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(2) The FCC must not ~um every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, espesially religJous programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force rep,orting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial Choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automa~ically barred from routine renewal application processiFlg. The proposed mandatory special renewal

_- _;' r¢~j~w,bf:G~~al!'li:I~$~.~~:pfJ!lJ:>!i!Rca:J;lt~};ly t~e Com'!1ission~t$ ~~emsel\(es would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Thase'who stay true ttHhelr ConSCIences'and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinOUS renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadGasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadoaster-s, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

~~~~~u.w::::u.~o~licies discussed above.

Date
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Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Q(g~njzation (if any)
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~. 1submit the f4;)~oV¥in9.;fP'!lm~nts,i'1.i~~P{l1Ul$~}~q the Loealism Notice of Proposed Rulemak\nQ e (C 0:....
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: ~ - <Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numb gf 0:: i ~

proposals discussed in; the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopt~d. ~ a.. I I

: w < 0
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters. to take advice ~ b~ fl
people who do not shate their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would imposee~~lh!.- ..
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share theIr
values could face incr~ased harassment, complaints and even lOSs of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, firOm dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must hOt turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propc;>sed pUblic access requirements woul,d do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objeetS:,to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religiin. ,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
ofprogramming. e$pecially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government;agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as.who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC lT1ust not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

_ .rev.iew ~.fcertain QIl;lSSe~_ of appJi~nts,py.thf;'Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. :ihose who stay true tb-·their consciehC&s and present only the messages they
correspond to their beli~fs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedh1gs.

(5) Many C.hris~an broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market:secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with thes~ proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. :

We urge the FCC not to[adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

I~JhIQ~
SigRature

Name

Title (if any)

fJ1/frCh ).,3 J. (J0 ~
Date
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Address

~73 77If ~9 7fq
Phone



I sUb")it the. following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RuJemaking
. (the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

Received &tn3pei'c.ted

1azons
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discuss~<;Will Mft""_

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

Signature and Date . J
EI/r;-lt;J F/, 'r.rt A V\1VI

Name and Ad ress

Mail By April 14. 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Ru'emaking
MB Docket No. 04-233
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
RuJemaking (the "NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules. policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters. to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their . The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating broadcaster, particularly a religioUS broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC tum every radio station into a pUbflC forum where anyone and everyone
has righls to roposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming. is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constituoonally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a Challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substa raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air further restricting main
studi .. . with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and
curtailed public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies d"1SCUSSed above.
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Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the localism Notice of Proposed~g~~~~~g' (the ~ .~.;
"NPRM"), f$leased Jan. 24, 2008. in Me Docket No. 04-233.

Any new niles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPR.M, if enacted, would do so - and rnust not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take acMce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from tho$e who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even lOss of their own

I/POiims to :Bhalpe programming. First
Amendment prohibits govemment, from didating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
requlAllment$would do even reHgioUi broadcaster

Amendment imposition of message delivery

The
to air

conscientioUsly to
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The chOice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ... and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrUde on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tief$d renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speciall'enewal
review of certain of applicents by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consCiences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping challenge. Yet. the commission proposes to further

substantially raising costs in two ways: (8) by requiring
presence whenever a slation is on the and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Raising costs with these would force service cutbacks ... and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed abo\le.

Date
j\/4(P~g Peche- Dr.

R' "'1Y7D

Signature

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)


